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The critics of Sir Malcolm Halley's obiter dicta assert
that the distinction between Dominion Status and Re-
sponsible Government is untenable. Dr. Arthur B. Keith
states the case in the following terms :
ff It is forgotten," he says, u that on no occasion had any
attempt been made, up to 1917, to discriminate between
Dominion Status and Responsible Government. The term
Dominion Status was not in current use at that time, and
what was promised was a definite system existing in the
Empire, whose character was well known as exemplified in
the position towards the United Kingdom of the Dominions.
... It was impossible for the British Government of 1917
to foresee the remarkable development of formal autonomy
in external affairs of the Dominions, as a result of the creation
of the League of Nations and the grant to the Dominions of
distinct membership to that body. But that it never entered
the head of the Government responsible for the promise of
1917 to seek to limit India to the measure of authority of
the Dominions in 1917 is sufficiently proved by the demand
of the Government in 1919 that India should be accorded
the full position of a Dominion as a member of the League
of Nations/' l
Whatever may be the subtle distinction between Dominion
Status and Dominion Constitution, it should be borne in
mind that India now enjoys some of the privileges incidental
upon the attainment of Dominion Status. That status is
not " ceremonial/' as suggested by the Rt. Hon. Winston
Churchill in his evidence before the Joint Select Committee.
India is represented at all the International and inter-
Imperial Conferences as a member of the British Common-
wealth ; she was one of the signatories to the Peace Treaties ;
her representatives took part in the Imperial War Con-
ferences and attended the five-Power Naval Conference;
she has a seat on the Governing Body of the International
Labour Office; like any other self-governing Dominion, she
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